OIAITINIL

DT

Approved For Release 200%/63/04 : {€A-RDP80-01601

e IO
Py SN
[

\\s )

-

h
e
\\\ ! 3
Jor
\ 1
Ao L AN LN
13! ned in Washington during the early 1950s. He recentt; G

former U.S. Sec

TSN eant Acheson’s appointment as Secretary of State was one of the first

‘:_\\ things Harry Truman did when he was elected President of the

United States in 1948. The Korean War began i June 1950. 1t

LAY went badly for General MacArthur, the American conmander of
the United Nations forces. Later, there was talle of withdrawal
and of using the atonic bomb. The British prime minister, Clenir-
ent Attlee, flew to meet the President it Washington. I asked Mr.
Acheson how deep was the distrust which the British ‘goveriment
scemed to have of the Americans at this time.
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1 think it was not distrust on the part of the British: it was
alarm. Mr. Attlee did guite right to do this, But the President
made a great lub in a press conference. The press led Mr. Tru-
man on. They said: who decides what weapons are to be used
in fighting in Xorea? And Mr. Truman .quilc_"xjaturé‘.ly said:
why, the commanding general. Was this truc of air, ground,
navy? Surely—it's true of cverything. Would this be true of the
atomic -bomb? Mr. Truman unhappily said yes. Well, the an-
swer was no. The law said that only the President could au-
thorize the usc of this weapon. So after this thing was over, we
all rushed around like chickens without heads and we put ovt 2
clarification. The clarification said, unhappily the President
made a mistake or misunderstood the question, becausc it isn't’
up to the general, it's up to /im to decide it Before the clarifi-
cation caught up with the rest of the news conference, there
was a hot debate going on in.the Housc of Commons. Itwasa ter=
rible thing that General MacArthur was going to decide wheth-
er the atomic bomb would be used in Korca, and Mr. Attlee
“said: T will fly to the United States this afiernoon and take this
‘up with the President. By that time we'd said this wasn't the
case, but Mr. Attlec was up to his cars in flight and he had to
" comé. Hearrived here: they were to meet at 10:30 the nextmorn-
ing to discuss this. 1 was carly at the department and Bob Lov-
ctt called me from the Pentagon and said: *“When 1 finish talk-
ing with you, you cannot rcach me again. All incoming calls
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titled “Breach of Securily,”

C

‘ /he Cuban missile crisis by Charles
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“WASHINGTON — It is interesting — and
‘rather wryly amusing—to juxtaposc a
_couple of editorials that have appeared
“in The New York Times. One appeared

.on June 16 after & Federal judge or-
. dered the Times to suspend publication
. of the top-secret Pentagon studies of
- the U.S. role in Vietnam,

The Times called this “an unprece-

. dented example of censorship,” which

indeed -it is. But then, the verbatim
publication of greal masses of top-se-
cret papers is also unprecedented.

“What was the reason that impelled
“The Times to publish this material in
the first place?” the Times asks rhetori-
-cally. “The basic reason is, as was stated
in our original reply to Mr. Milchell,
“that we believe ‘that it is in the interest
of the people of this counlry to be in-
Hormed’ ...” The editorial continues on
that lofty note: “We publish the docu-
‘ments and related running account not
to prove any dcbater’s point ... but to
present to the American public a his-
tory—admittedly incomplete—of deci-
sion-making at the highest levels of
government .. .”

The other editorial, which was even
more righteously outraged, appeared
‘in the Times some yeats ago. Jt was en-
and it de-
nounced an article “puwrporting to tell
what went on in the executive commit-
“tee of the National Security Council ...
‘The scerecy of onc of the highest or-
gans of the United States has been se-
riously breached.”

‘MC CARTHY TECHNIQUE’

“What kind of advice can the Presi-
dent expect to get under such circumn-
'stances?” the Times asked, again rhe-
torically. “How can there be any real
freedom of discussion or of dissent; how
can anyone bé expeccted to advance
‘positions that may be politically unpop-

ular or unprofitable? Does no one in .

Washington recall the McCarthy era
and the McCarthy technique? ... The
various positions of the members of the
NSC taken during deliberation must
remain secret ... The integrity of the

JnNationa] Security Council, and of the

iadvice received by the President, is
“at stake.” o

The article that inspired the Times
to this burst of righteous indignation
‘was a Saturday Evening Post plece on
Bartlett and this writer. It too was an
attempt “to
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~—of decision-making at the highest lov-

els of government.” Although the
Times, fortunately, could not know it
at the time, the article had been read
in advance (and rather badly edited)
by no less an authority on national secu-
rity than the President of the United
States. It contained no word from any
NSC paper, or from any other secret
document, .

REASONS--AND REASONS

The writers” reasons for writing the
article were perhaps less lofty than
those claimed by the Times in its re-
cent editorial. They. included a desire
to do a good reportorial job (the ac-
count was later confirmed in detail in
Robert Kennedy’s book on the Cuban
crisis). They even included a desire to
make a bit of money. But like most re-
porters, we also believed that “it is in
the interest of the pecple of this coun-
try to be informed .. .”

No doubt a desire to inform the peo-
ple was a major reason for the Times’s
decision to publish the secret papers.
But (to adopt the Times’s own rhetori-
cal style) might there not have been
other reasons too? Does it not matter a
great deal to the Times who does the
informing? Is it not the Times’s criterion
that if the Times does the informing,
that is in the national interest, and if
somebody else does it, that is “a’
breach of sccurity”?

And is the Times really indifferent
to whether or not the information,
which it is “in the interest of the
people of this country” to publish,
supports the views of the Times? The
article that so enraged the Times
pictured the late Adlai Stevenson, then
a major Times icon, in a somecwhat
dubious light, and that perhaps had
something to do with the rage. The
Times has long passionalely supported
the cause that the leaking of the Pen-
tagon papers was obviously intended
to serve. . :

The purloined papers printed by
the Times were first offered to Sen.
George McGovern and Rep. Paul Mec-
Closkey, the leading doves in the Sen-
ate and House. Obviously, the purpose
of the leak was to prove that this coun-
try became involved in Vietnam by a
process of stealthy deception; and that
therefore the United States should
withdraw forthwith, leaving the South
Vietnamese to their fate.
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prove. Allowing for the need for con- :
tingency plamning, and allowing also
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for Lyndon Johnson’s well-known pas-

sion for concealment, there is less de-

ception of the public in the docu:
. ments than self-deception.

There is the ancient American illu-
sion that wars can be won cleanly in
the air, rather than bloodily on ‘the
ground, of course. But the basic sclf-
deception was the illusion that, if the
United States could only find the right
combination of sticks and carrots, the
Vietnamesec Communists would (in
Robert McNamara’s phrase) “move to
a scttlement by negotiation.” The wn-
swerving goal of the Communists, then
aud now, was and is the imposition of.
Communist rule ou all former French
Indochina, There is no stick short of
“bombing them back to-the stone age,”
and no carrot short of turning Saigon
over to their tender mercies, that will
divert them from that goal. ;

No American DPresident who was
also an honorable and humane man
could hit them with that stick, or of-
for them that carrot. Yet the illusion
that the North Vietnamese are capa-
ble of “reasonable” compromise is
amazingly persistent, especially among
liberal  Deémocrats—its  most  recent
manifestation is the “Clifford Plan,”
strongly supported by the Times.

NONSENSE

Despite its ineflable self-rightcous-
ness, the Times is certainly a great pa-
per, though not as great as when it
had the Herald Tribune to worry about.
Morcover, anyone who has been
around Washington for some time
knows that a lot of governmental non-'
sense has been perpetrated in the
name of “securily.” Most reasonably
diligent reporters, including this one,
have Leen investigated by the govern-
ment for publishing information the
government found it inconvenient to
have published.

Yet surely thore is a problem of
securily worth worrying about when
“the various positions of the members
of the NSC,” as well as National Intel-
ligence Estimates and scerel” coded

" mossages from forcign governments,
are reproduced verbatim in  great
quantitics. Indecd, the Times series,
by the Times’s own standards, is the,
most serious “breach of sccurity” in
modemn history. Yet those who wait

v

W ong wait,
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